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Introduction 


On  August  7 ,  1998,  perrons:  combs  exploded  ou:sice  cf 
:.ie  U.S.  Embassies  m  Nairobi,  Kenya  anc  Bar  es  Salaam, 
Tanzania,  tilling  over  250  persons.  Over  tne  course  cf  tne 
nex:  two  weecs,  cecisicn  making  processes  were  placec  into 

i 

motion  cased  upon  the  analysis  of  intelligence  cata.  These 
processes  culminated  m  President  Clinton's  cecisicn  to 
authorize  U.S.  military  attacks  against  terrorist  targets  in 

I 

Afghanistan  and  Sucan  on  August  21st. 

I 

As  coulc  be  expected,  the  Presicent's  decision  to 
launch  a  retaliatory  strike  was  met  witn  cctn  support  anc 

i_ 

criticism.  In  tnis  instance,  nowever,  a  perceived 
requirement  for  secrecy  caused  confusion  in,  anc  tnereo_, 
criticism  from  many  of  tne  national-level  actors  normally 

i 

1 

mv^lvec  m  sucn  decisions.  An  examination  of  tne  process 
usipg  two  models  for  decisicn-making  reveals  several 

I 

possicle  justifications  for  tnis  criticism. 

The  Road  to  Retaliation 

The  Decision 


On  August  20,  1998,  at  my  direction,  US  forces 

conducted  strikes  in  Afghanistan  . .  and  m  Sucan. 

National  Defense  University  ttb 
,  300  5th  Avs.  Ft.  McNair 

Bldg.  62  Room  326 

Wsshhclor,  DC  20m 


I  orderec  tnese  actions  cased  on  convincing 
information  from  a  variety  of  reliaole  sources.  . 
I  am  providing  tms  report  as  part  of  my  efforts 
to  <eep  tne  Congress  fully  mformec  .  .  I 
appreciate  tne  support  of  tne  Congress  as  we 
continue  to  tace  all  necessary  steps  to  protect  US 
citizens  at  home  and  abroac.  —  Presicent  Clinton 
(1998 

t 


President  Clinton's  letter  of  August  21,  1996  to 

I 

I 

Conjgress  revealed  his  decision  to  attack  terrorist  camps  and 

I 

I 

installations.  Che  announcement  culminated  a  tense,  twc 
week  period  m  wnicn  few  persons  mew  the  exact  nature  of 
tnei  situation.  In  the  aftermatn  of  tne  U.S.  Zmoass' 

I 

I 

bomomgs  m  Africa,  intelligence  sources  quickly  oegan  to 
identify  tne  om  Laden  terrorist  organization  as  the  likel_, 
culprit.  According  to  Weiner  and  Risen  (1998)  as  reported 
in  tne  hew  Yor<  Cimes  on  Septemoer  21 

Sncrtly  after  investigators  lm<ed  Osama  oin  Laden 
...  to  tne  bomomgs,  .  .  .  six  of  President 
Clinton' s  most  senior  advisors  convened  m  tne 
White  House  situation  room  to  plot  a  counterattac  : 

:f  witn  cruise  missiles.  Few  national  security 
issues  m  Mr.  Clinton's  presidency  were  handled 
with  greater  secrecy  or  by  a  smaller  group  of 
i  people  [emphasis  added] . 


Only  a  select  few  U.S.  national  leaders  were  involved 

j 

m  the  decision  to  retaliate.  As  Weiner  and  Pisen  (1996 i 

I 

observed  m  tne  New  York  Cimes,  "tne  Administration  was 
determined  to  avoid  leaks  . . .  that  meant  limiting 


3 


deliberations  "c  the  "smal_  croup, "  one  President's 
innermost  circle."  This  croup  consistec  of  tie  President 
anc  Vice  President,  the  National  Security  Advisor,  the 

I 

Secretaries  of  Scate  and  Defense,  anc  tne  Director  cf 
Central  Intelligence,  according  to  a  senior  government 

l 

official . 

I 

Normally  m  tne  aftermatn  of  a  surprise  attacc,  tne 
entire  U.S.  national  security  apparatus  jumps  into  action. 
Its  goal  (1)  to  determine  who  was  responsible  and  tc 
understand  tneir  motive  with  tne  mtel-icence  and  lav; 

j 

enforcement  communities  and  the  Department  of  State  having 
pntnary  responsibility,  and  {2;  to  determine  wnat  responsive 
action  tne  'IS  should  undertake  with  tne  National  Security 
Council,  Department  of  State,  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  and  tne 
appropriate  J.S.  military  services  having  tne  primar^ 
responsibility  for  planning  anc  assessing  options 

i 

In  determining  alternatives  for  military  action, 
standard  processes  and  procedures  are  usually  followed.  As 
described  by  Allison's  (1972)  Xodel  II  for  cecision-ma ang, 

I 

this  process  involves  and  expects  governmental  action  to 
result  from  the  output  of  various  organizations.  In 
particular:  (Ij  tne  lower-level  decision-making  actors  come 

I 

from  throughout  the  government;  wno  (2)  based  upon  standard 
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operating  procedures  provide  their  priorities  anc 
perceptions  (sometimes  parochial)  tc  the  senior  leasers,  wnc 
(3)  attempt  to  integrate  tnese  civerse  inputs  mtc  a 
cohesive,  coorcmatec  national  policy  or  action 


While  it  appears  some  standarc  procedures  for 
determining  anc  assessing  military  targeting  information 
were  followed  (Model  11  be.iavior)  ,  press  reportings  suggests 

I 

that  not  all  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  were  ccnsultec  or  mvolvec 

I 

in  tne  President's  ultimate  decision.  In  a  U  S.  News  and 
World  Report  article,  Duffy  anc  Newman  '199?  reported  mat 

As  the  President  was  ceciding  whether  to  attack 
facilities  m  Sucan  anc  Afgnanistan,  tnere  was  nc 
classifiec  oriefmg  m  tne  Pentagon  "tank"  witn 
tne  neads  of  the  four  military  services  anc  tne 
cnairman  and  vice-cnairman  of  tne  Joint  cnief s  cf 
Staff . 


However,  two  wee-cs  later  Bedarc  (1996' 

-J.S.  News  anc  Worlc  story  mat  at  least  some 

i 

Chiefs  were  involved  m  the  decision-making 
particular,  he  describee  a  meeting  mat  was 
24  hours  oefore  tne  mission  was  to  commence 
Cm  ted  States'  targeting  for  tne  attack  was 
scaitec,  "the  Wnite  House  pullec  tne  tnirc] 
concerns  arose  during  a  briefing  for  select 


reports  m  a 
of  the  Joint 
process.  In 
helc  less  man 
during  whicn  the 
reviewec.  He 
target  after 
military  chiefs 
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in  “he  office  of  Gen.  sic’  Henry  Snelton,  chairman  of  me 
Joint  Ciiefs  of  Staff"  empnasis  adced  . 


Reactions  to  the  Decision 


Wmle  me  phrase  "timing  is  everyinng"  can  oe 
descriptive  of  some  aspects  surprise  attacks,  the  paras e 

i 

"who  knew  what  and  wnen"  is  equally  descriptive  of  the 
process  to  assess  support  or  criticisms  of  <ey  cecisions. 
Those  persons  wno  coulc  oe  strongly  oelievec  to  nave  oeen 
mfprmec  of  tne  decision  prior  to  its  execution,  or  whc 
suoscnoe  to  tne  acace  tnat  "politics  stops  at  tne  water' s 
edge"  appearec  supportive.  As  cuotec  m  an  ABC  Hews  repsrt 
on  August  21,  1998  those  persons  induce 

•  I-ouse  Speaker  Newt  Gmcrich,  wno  saic  "I  thin:  tne  Unitec 

i 

Sjtates  cid  exactly  tne  rignt  tning  tocay." 

I 

•  Senator  Tec  Stevens  R-A_<  ,a  former  member  of  the  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence) ,  wno  said 

I  mow  (Defense  Secretary  William  Conen  very 
!  well,  I  know  (Gen.  Henry  Snelton,  chairman  of  tne 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff)  very  well,  and  I  enow  'Air 
force  Gen.)  Joe  Ralston  very  well,  and  rney  were 
all  part  of  this  planning. 

•  Senator  Alfonse  D'Amato,  R-NY,  who  said: 

If  people  think  the  Congress  is  not  going  to  oe 
totally  supportive  of  the  commander  m  chief, 
they're  gust  mistaken.  This  may  serve  notice  tnat 
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I 


whatever  our  local  cisacreements ,  we  stanc  wi:n 
our  commancer  in  cnier,  anc  ne  v;as  absolutely 
orooer  anc  forceful. 


I 

Initial  puclic  reactions  within  the  I'.S.  were  mostly 

i 

favprable.  According  to  a  USA  TODAY /CXN/Ga_l up  poll  i 1998 ) 
taken  yust  after  tne  attacks  were  announced  on  August  20 

I 

"founc  66*  approvec  of  tne  attacks,  only  19-  cisapprovec  anc 
the  rest  expressec  no  opinion."  However  curing  the  next  few 
weeks,  the  Administration  was  unable  tc  completely  or 
convincingly  respond  to  criticism  tnac  it  cased  its  attac-c 
on  weak  information  and  to  tne  Sucanese  Government's 
assertions  tnat  tne  U.S.  nac  clown  up  a  pnarmaceutica- 
plant,  not  a  cnemical  weapons  factory  As  a  consequence 
Congressional,  puolic,  and  worldwice  criticism  cegan  tc 
mount . 


Dealing  with  the  Criticism 

I 

I 

Some  criticism  of  tne  President' s  decision  to  bomb 
tardets  m  Afghanistan  anc  Sucan  can  be  traced  to  n is 
cec_sion-ma<mg  process.  Persons  wnc  felt  that  they  were 
•cey  actors  ,or  "players"  m  the  Bureaucratic  Politics  sense' 
were  angry  tnat  tney  had  not  ceen  consulted  m  w.iat  they 
clehrly  felt  were  tneir  areas  cf  expertise.  Others  who 
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perhaps  perceived  a  chance  to  acvance  parccnial  pncri'ies, 
goafs  or  interests  as  cescribed  m  the  Bureaucratic  Politics 
Model  (3PM i  framewort  also  expressec  criticism  of  tie 
cecision.  As  quotec  anc  reported  by  ABC  News  on  August  21, 
examples  of  these  persons  include: 

•  Noreign  leaders  suci  as  Russian  President  Bens  Yeltsin, 

I 

viho  was  reported  as  sa/inc,  "I  am  outraged  anc  1  denounce 
mis."  His  spokesman  later  tempered  ms  worts, 
indicating  mat  Yeltsin  was  angry  about  not  oeing 

t 

rlotified  oefore  tie  attack. 

•  Senator  Dan  Coats,  P-Ind,  (a  current  memoer  of  tne  Senate 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence) ,  referring  to  tne 
president's  concurrent  legal  and  political  prcclems 
relating  to  tne  Monica  Lewins <y  matter,  said 

■/Chile  there  is  clearly  muen  more  we  neec  to  learn 
aoout  this  attac<  and  why  it  was  ordered  today, 
given  the  president's  personal  difficulties  mis 
week,  it  is  legitimate  to  question  the  timing  of 
mis  action. 

•  Outside  experts  such  as  Douglas  Johnson,  a  professor  at 
tne  U.S.  Army  /Car  College  who  was  quoted  oy  ABC  News  as 
Asking,  "If  it's  just  facilities  we  were  targeting,  were 
we  serious  in  tne  first  place?  Because  facilities  don't 
co  tnings  to  people,  people  cc." 
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Ocner  criticism  of  the  President' s  cecision  can  oe 


tracec  tc  ms  early  resolution  tc  limit  tie  participants  m 
ms  cecisicn-making  process  anc  impose  extremely  cig.it 
security  anc  "need  co  enow".  1c  is  most  lite_y  coat  bis 
areh  was  the  initial  seec  from  wmc.i  muon  of  t.ie  later 
contusion  anc  criticism  grew. 


Assessing  the  Decision:  Observations  and  Conclusions 

In  making  ms  decision  to  authorise  retaliatory 
actaccs,  Presicent  Clinton  was  faced  wit.i  several  value- 
conflicts.  In  particular:  (1)  new  to  select  and  use  cne 
Unitec  States'  national  power  tc  retaliate  acamst  a 
terrorist  acta c<,  ( 2 ;  justifying  ms  need  to  avcic 

conventional  decision-ma ring  advice  processes  cue  to  ms 
perceivec  cignt  security  requirements;  wmle  i3i 
operationally  and  politically  positioning  mmse.f  m  a 
manner  tnat  clearly  would  invite  stinging  comparisons  tc  tie 
Eollvwooc  movie  Wag  the  Dog.  The  President  hac  arnvec  at  a 
moment  wnere,  as  George  (1980,  31)  cescnbec,  ne  "simply 
coulc]  not  make  a  gooc  decision  without  sacrifice  of  some 
of  t-iis‘  own  interests  or  tnose  of  others." 
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In  cecicmg  for  or  agains:  one  Afghanistan  anc  Sudan 
retaliatory  attac-cs,  a  "top-cown"  ratner  than  "oc: tom- up" 
cecision  process  appears  to  nave  oeen  employee.  In  tms 
instance,  che  norma,  vetting  procedures  c:  loeas  anc  options 
best  cescnoec  by  Allison's  Mocel  II  organisation  process 
were  not  used.  In  tneir  place  a  hybric  comomaticn  of  one 
Bureaucratic  Fclicics  Mocel  anc  the  Mocel  11  appears  to  nave 
evolved.  Illustrative  examples  of  tms  hyonc  process 
induce. 

i 

•  The  Presicent  selectee  ms  most  trustee  advisors,  wnc 
coulc  solely  provice  anc  interpret  information  supplied 
tty  their  Agencies  (BPJO  . 

•  Reality  required  suostantive  interaction  witi  se.ectec 
members  of  ms  service  cmefs  representing  tne  operators 
■Model  II) 


•  Selecting  cey  lawmakers  to  show  the  mgnlj  dassifiec 
evidence  that  was  crucial  to  tne  cecision,  li<ely 
expecting  them  to  influence  congressional  anc  pudic 
opinion  (BPM) 

•  Quickly  declassifying,  distributing,  anc  describing  to 
tne  public  the  telepnone  intercepts,  soil  sample  analysis 
dnd  human  intelligence  data  to  help  buttress  the 
Administration's  position,  relying  on  tne  public's  common 
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sense  to  affirm  one  evidence  justified  me  acucn.  '3?> 
anc  Xooel  Z  Z  i 

It  is  difficult:  tc  oalance  one  neec  for  security 
against  tne  neec  for  information  snaring  m  tne  course  cf 
decision  making.  AJhile  tne  President  alone  ma_,  mace  an 
ultimate  decision,  the  final  judgment  on  wnetner  that 
decision  is  perceived  successfu_  is  made  by  the  citizens 
To  tnat  enc,  methods  to  furtner  involve  the  citizensnip, 
at  a  minimum  their  elected  representatives,  m  tne 
cecisionma anc  process  snould  be  investigated.  It  is  onl 
after  all  interested  parties'  concerns  are  at  least 
addressed  tnat  difficult  courses  of  action  can  be  wide_y 
accented . 


or 
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